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Abstract  
The strategy of reforming the country’s tax system should consider the real effect that taxpayers receive in 
response to their tax payments, that is, the level of financing public services. The article formalizes the links 
between the tax burden and financing public services since multifactor dependencies using the panel regres-
sion method with fixed effects for Ukraine and 10 countries – its tax competitors (Bulgaria, Georgia, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Romania, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovakia, Moldova, Serbia). 
Based on the calculations, it was found that the existing level of tax burden in Ukraine is overstated, while the 
optimal level in 2012 was: 1) the total tax burden – 14.39-18.09% of GDP; 2) the burden on legal entities – 
45.99-48.32% of the profits of enterprises; 3) the burden on individuals  – 11.92-28.75% of wages. These 
values correspond to the actual amounts of government spendings on financing public services. 
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Introduction 
There is a significant convergence of taxation conditions, leading to a decrease in the influence of directly 
quantitative taxation conditions on the decision-making on the placement of taxation objects and shifting 
emphasis on accounting for non-tax factors, characterizing the overall level of the country’s development at 
he present stage of the development of international tax competition between countries. This trend is 
confirmed by the results of a survey conducted by consulting company KPMG in the UK in 2014 where 104 
respondents participated and only 18% of them noted the high influence of the taxation regime on the 
company’s choice of production location, which is 5% less than in 2009; for 48% of companies the taxation 
regime has a certain influence on the choice of the country for conducting business (in 2009 this indicator was 
56%); while 33% of respondents did not attach importance to taxation conditions when choosing a country 
for production activities, which is 12% higher than the same indicator as of 2009 (KPMG Annual Survey of 
Tax Competitiveness 2014). 
That is why it is advisable to develop a strategy to increase the country’s tax competitiveness, not only in the 
direction of increasing the attractiveness of taxation conditions for taxpayers, mainly due to a reduction in the 
level of tax burden on mobile factors of production, but also taking into account the macroeconomic conditions 
of development in the country. In this context, the level of public services provision in countries – tax rivals 
acquires paramount importance, which rational taxpayers correlate with the general level of taxation in order 
to compare the effect received in response to tax payments made by them and form their final decision when 
choosing jurisdiction for the placement of taxable objects. 
The aim of the work is to formalize the link between the financing public services by the tax burden, as well 
as to determine the optimal levels of tax burden in the conditions of tax competition in Ukraine and countries 
who are its tax competitors given the actual level of financing public services. 
Literature review 
Theoretical bases and practical tools for the tax system formation in the context of tax competition have been 
studied in the scientific works of such foreign scientists as J. Wilson, A.M. Libman, D. Mitchell, W. Oates, 
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T. Field. It should be noted that the connection between the tax burden and the level of public services that 
the country provides to taxpayers was investigated by C. Tiebout in the middle of the 20th century with the 
identification of direct dependence, it is quite natural, given the fact that the main source of public expenditure 
for financing public services is income from tax. At the same time, it ought to be remarked that in jurisdictions 
with a similar level of taxation, the volume and quality of public services provision may differ significantly, 
which is due to the influence of subjective factors, such as the level of irrational spending of state financial 
resources by the government, as confirmed by the study of D. Wilson and R. Gordon or the effectiveness of 
fiscal policy, as reflected in the work of D. Wildasin. 
Methods and results 
The following methods of scientific knowledge were used in the work: analysis, synthesis, logical 
generalization as well as economic and mathematical modeling using the panel regression method with fixed 
effects, conducted by means of software product STATA 12.0. 
Three tax load indicators were selected for the study for which an optimal (state-guaranteed level) level will 
be assessed in the context of tax competition: 1) Total tax burden (TaxGDP) – an indicator reflecting the level 
of tax revenue as a percentage of the country’s GDP; 2) tax burden on legal entities (TaxProfit) – an indicator 
reflecting the level of taxes and mandatory payments (with the exception of indirect taxes and taxes paid by 
enterprises as tax agents for example personal income tax) as a percentage of profits; 3) tax burden on 
individuals (TaxSalary) – an indicator that characterizes the level of income tax on income and social 
contributions as a percentage of gross wages. 
To determine the impact of the level financing public services in the country’s economy on the level of the 
optimal tax burden, an array of factor characteristics was formed, the characteristics of which are presented 
in Table 1. 
Table 1. Indicators of the level of financing public services 
Indicator 
designation Characteristic of the indicator 
EEGDP Public expenditure on education, as % of GDP 
HEGDP Public expenditure on health as % of GDP 
SEGDP Public expenditure on social protection, as % of GDP 
TCEGDP Public expenditure on transport and communications, as % of GDP 
DEGDP State defense spending, as % of GDP 
AEGDP Public expenditure on agriculture, as % of GDP 
MEGDP Government spending on financing the extractive industry, as % of GDP 
TEGDP Total public expenditure on public services, as % of GDP 
EEpc Public expenditure on education, in terms of monetary units at purchasing power parity, as compared to  data of 2005, per capita 
HEpc Public expenditure on health, in monetary terms at purchasing power parity to the levels of 2005 per capita 
SEpc Public expenditure on social protection, in monetary units at purchasing power parity up to the level of 2005 per capita 
TCEpc Public expenditure on transport and communications, in monetary units at purchasing power parity up to the level of 2005 per capita 
DEpc State defense spending, in terms of monetary units at purchasing power parity up to the level of 2005 per capita 
TEpc Total government expenditure for financing public services, in monetary units at purchasing power parity up to the level of 2005 per capita 
Two groups of parameters for financing public services were used in the calculation process: indicators 
reflecting the share of government spendings on providing the appropriate type of public goods in the 
country’s GDP, as well as the amount of public financing of a certain type of public services in monetary 
terms per capita. The study was conducted for Ukraine and 10 countries – its main tax competitors (Bulgaria, 
Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovakia, Moldova, Serbia) by 
constructing multifactor dependencies using the panel regression method with fixed effects, which, on the one 
hand, allows to determine the overall effect of factorial signs on the resultant for all objects of research, and 
on the other hand, ensures that the specific features of the countries under evaluation are taken into account. 
To separate the role of the level of financing public services from the rest of macroeconomic conditions for 
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the development of countries, the control variables were used: 1) GDP growth rate (GDPgr) – in models where 
the factor factors are parameters reflecting the share of government spending on public service financing in 
the country’s GDP; 2) GDP per capita (GDPpc) – in models with factorial signs characterizing the volume of 
a certain type of public expenditure per capita. 
The sources of statistical information for conducting practical calculations are the World Bank database, the 
statistical database Collecting Taxes USAID, statistical information of the International Food Policy Research 
Institute. The study period, when formalizing the connection between the level of financing public services 
and the level of the tax burden, covers 1992-2012 for the aggregate tax burden; 2005-2012 – for tax burden 
on legal entities; 2007-2012 – for the tax burden on individuals, due to the limited availability of statistical 
data for all countries in open access. To define the optimal level of aggregate tax burden, which is justified by 
the volume of public expenditure in the context of tax-rival countries, 14 models were constructed illustrating 
the relationship between individual indicators of public expenditure and the level of the tax burden in general 
for the countries assessed, the parameters of which are presented in Table 2. 
Table 2. Уvaluation findings of the relationship between the level of financing public services and the level 
of aggregate tax burden 
Public expenditure 
parameter 
Coefficient in the regression equation 
Fact. Fcrit. Prob > F at a parameter of the 
state expenses 
at the control 
variable 
EEGDP 1.199*** (4.19) 
0.042 
(0.94) 8.79 3.06 0.0003 
HEGDP 1.910*** (3.64) 
0.058 
(1.20) 6.64 3.06 0.0018 
SEGDP 1.299*** (8.00) 
0.106** 
(2.52) 32.05 3.06 0.0000 
TCEGDP 1.760*** (5.54) 
0.018 
(0.40) 15.33 3.06 0.0000 
DEGDP 1.794*** (10.63) 
-0.009 
(-0.25) 56.50 3.06 0.0000 
AEGDP 2.222*** (3.15) 
0.017 
(0.37) 4.95 3.06 0.0084 
MEGDP -4.203* (-1.96) 
0.027 
(0.83) 3.17 3.06 0.1190 
TEGDP 0.462*** (13.23) 
0.166*** 
(4.93) 87.52 3.06 0.0000 
EEpc 0.000 (0.03) 
0.000 
(0.72) 0.34 3.06 0.7153 
HEpc -0.004 (-1.41) 
0.000 
(1.61) 1.33 3.06 0.2673 
SEpc 0.001 (1.15) 
-0.000 
(-0.09) 1.00 3.06 0.3727 
TCEpc 0.003 (0.82) 
-0.000 
(-0.14) 0.67 3.06 0.5115 
DEpc 0.030*** (8.47) 
-0.000 
(-2.99) 36.41 3.06 0.0000 
TEpc 0.001** (2.54) 
-0.000 
(-1.34) 3.85 3.06 0.0237 
Note: the values of t-statistics are presented in parentheses, *** the significance of communication at the level of 99%, * the 
significance of communication at the level of 90% 
It should be noted that according to the Fisher criterion, 10 out of 14 constructed models were adequate, 
according to which the formalization of the links between the level of the aggregate tax burden and the 
level of financing public services can be represented as follows (equation 1).  
  355.10.166 462.0  grGDPGDP GDPTETax  
(1)  428.70.058 910.1  grGDPGDP GDPHETax  
Financial Markets, Institutions and Risks, Volume 1, Issue 3, 2017   
  58
 093.10042.0 199.1  grGDPGDP GDPEETax  
 635.80.106 299.1  grGDPGDP GDPSETax  
 268.12.0180 760.1  grGDPGDP GDPTCETax  
 632.12.0090 794,1  grGDPGDP GDPDETax  
 441.13.0170 222.2  grGDPGDP GDPAETax  
 067.16.0270 203.4  grGDPGDP GDPMETax  
 591.14.0000 001.0  pcpcGDP GDPTETax  
 394.13.0000 030.0  pcpcGDP GDPDETax  
Figure 1 shows the ratio of the actual and estimated level of aggregate tax burden in Ukraine, which 
corresponds to the level of total public expenditure in GDP. Analyzing the data of Figure, we note that during 
the period, the actual indicator mostly exceeds the calculated one, which indicates a permanent underfunding 
of public services. 
 
Figure 1. Correspondence of the actual level of the aggregate tax burden to the tax burden, justified by the real total public 
expenditure in Ukraine in 1999-2012 
At the same time, the results of calculations of similar indicators for the countries – the main tax competitors 
of Ukraine, show that underfinancing of public services during the analyzed period is also observed in 
Bulgaria, Georgia, Slovakia and Serbia, while Estonia, Latvia, the Czech Republic, Romania, Lithuania and 
Moldova at the end of the study period provide aggregate public expenditure at a higher level than the 
aggregate tax burden recorded in countries, which gives them an additional advantage in terms of tax 
competition. 
In the context of this study, it is also of interest to compare the actual level of aggregate tax burden and its 
significance, confirmed by the level of public expenditure in certain areas of financing public services, which 
helps to identify the most problematic positions in the realization of the socio-economic functions of the state 
(Table 3 in Appendix). 
So, in Ukraine it is possible to note the discrepancy between the level of financing health care and the volume 
of actual tax payments in 2000, 2005-2009 and 2011-2012, while in 2001-2004 and in 2010 the financing in 
this direction can even be considered excessive. Separately, we should note the indicators obtained for 1999, 
which show the maximum balance of state fiscal and expenditure policies. 
Regarding the situation in Ukraine’s tax competition countries, we note that, in comparison with the actual 
tax burden, the most qualitative financial provision for health care is fixed for the Czech Republic, Slovakia, 
   Financial Markets, Institutions and Risks, Volume 1, Issue 3, 2017 
 59
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, while Bulgaria, Moldova, Serbia, Romania, Georgia are characterized by underfi-
nancing of this sphere. 
It should be noted that for quite a long period of time in Ukraine there has been considerable funding for 
education in the context of public spending, which provided additional benefits in the context of tax 
competition. At the same time, it should be noted that as of 2012 the level of financing public expenditure to 
the maximum extent corresponded to the established level of aggregate tax burden. 
One can not make an unambiguous conclusion about the costs of social protection from the point of view of 
their role in the formation of Ukraine’s tax competitiveness, since for some of the periods studied there is 
underfunding of this direction, and in other years there is a “reserve” for increasing the level of the tax burden. 
The results of calculations for the rest of the countries show that in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Serbia, the 
estimated level of the tax burden due to social security expenditure exceeds its actual level, which indicates 
that these countries have obtained competitive advantages, while the indicators obtained for Bulgaria, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Moldova, Slovakia, Georgia, Romania characterize the underfunding of this area of public services 
relative to the actual level of tax burden in the most of analyzed periods. 
An important role in the conditions of tax competition from the point of view of ensuring geopolitical and, 
therefore, economic stability is the level of defense spending in the country. Starting from 2005, in Ukraine, 
there was an imbalance in the level of the tax burden and this group of government expenditure, which led to 
underfunding of this direction in comparison with the actual level of tax burden and, accordingly, the loss of 
additional advantages in terms of forming the tax competitiveness of the national economy, since the actual 
level of tax burden was significantly overestimated. 
Given the level of defense expenditure of the government, one can note the overstatement of aggregate tax 
burden in countries such as Serbia, Moldova, Romania, Bulgaria, while Slovakia, Estonia, Georgia, Lithuania, 
Latvia, and the Czech Republic have demonstrated the best competitive positions in this context during the 
study period. 
An important group of parameters for the realization of social and economic functions of the country is the 
volume of aggregate social expenditure per capita which serves as a criterion for the well-being of the territory. 
It should be noted that the results of calculations indicate a significant variation in the ratio of this indicator 
to the level of tax burden in Ukraine, so, during 1999-2004, the level of public spending per capita was quite 
significant in the domestic economy, which made it possible to increase the tax burden and the 
competitiveness of the national tax system in the European tax area. However, in subsequent periods, it should 
be noted that the given direction is underfunded compared to the level of collected tax revenues, which 
indicates an overestimation of aggregate tax burden. It is also worth paying attention to the results obtained 
for 2010, in which the actual level of aggregate tax burden can be considered optimal, given the real volume 
of public expenditure per capita. 
In the context of countries that are tax competitors, the results of the calculations show that the tax burden is 
overestimated compared to the real total public expenditure per capita in Bulgaria, Romania, Georgia, 
Moldova and Serbia, as well as the availability of additional opportunities to increase it, justified by the actual 
level of this parameter in the Czech Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Slovakia. 
Summarizing the results obtained (see Table 3), we can conclude that the optimal level is the tax burden that 
is within the range defined by the minimum and maximum calculated level of the indicator, which corresponds 
to the real level of public expenditure. 
Consequently, during the study period, the level of aggregate tax burden optimal from the point of view of 
ensuring the state’s tax competitiveness was fixed in 1999-2003 and 2005-2010. Note that in 2004 there were 
reasonable opportunities to increase the level of the indicator without losing tax competitive positions. Next 
to this, according to the results of 2011-2012, we can state an overestimation of the level of aggregate tax 
burden, which does not correspond to the real level of realization of social and economic functions of the state 
and indicates a decrease in the level of Ukraine’s tax competitiveness. 
In the context of this study, calculations should also be conducted to determine the optimal tax burden on legal 
entities and individuals, since it is the tax burden on these tax groups that has the greatest impact on the results 
of tax competition for participating countries (Table 4). 
Financial Markets, Institutions and Risks, Volume 1, Issue 3, 2017   
  60
Table 4. Evaluation results of the relationship between the level of financing public services and the level of 
tax burden on legal entities 
Public expenditure 
parameter 
Coefficient in the regression equation 
Fact. Fcrit. Prob > F With the public expenditure 
parameter At the control variable 
EEGDP -1.068 (-0.88) 
0.203 
(1.56) 2.28 3.14 0.1099 
HEGDP -3.182 (-1.30) 
0.129 
(0.87) 2.84 3.14 0.0654 
SEGDP -1.011 (-1.39) 
0.136 
(1.01) 2.43 3.14 0.0971 
TCEGDP -8.584*** (-5.61) 
0.143 
(1.38) 17.87 3.14 0.0000 
DEGDP -0.854 (-0.85) 
0.216 
(1.72) 1.79 3.14 0.1758 
AEGDP 2.860 (0.81) 
0.248* 
(1.98) 2.19 3.14 0.1202 
MEGDP 9.247 (0.66) 
0.104 
(1.36) 1.25 3.14 0.2942 
TEGDP -1.302*** (-6.49) 
-0.170 
(-1.47) 24.17 3.14 0.0000 
EEpc 0.003 (0.23) 
-0.002 
(-1.15) 0.72 3.14 0.4897 
HEpc 0.005 (0.44) 
-0.002 
(-1.24) 0.79 3.14 0.4564 
SEpc 0.001 (0.19) 
-0.001 
(-1.19) 0.71 3.14 0.4940 
TCEpc -0.015 (-0.97) 
-0.000 
(-0.26) 1.16 3.14 0.3214 
DEpc -0.009 (-0.50) 
-0.001 
(-1.07) 0.82 3.14 0.4439 
TEpc -0.003 (-1.46) 
-0.000 
(-0.22) 1.88 3.14 0.1607 
According to the criteria of adequacy and statistical significance, two models are used for further calculations, 
which have the following form (equation 2).  
  598.840.170- 302.1Pr  grGDPofit GDPTETax  
(2) 
 267.62.1430 584.8Pr  grGDPofit GDPTCETax  
Based on the presented dependencies, the level of tax burden on legal entities that can be considered optimal for 
the country in conditions of tax competition between the 11 countries studied was calculated. A summary of the 
results assessing the compliance of tax burden on legal entities with the level of financing public services in 
Ukraine is presented in Table 5. 
Table 5. Compliance of actual level of tax burden on legal entities to the level, justified the volume of public 
expenditure for financing public services in Ukraine in 2005-2012 
Year Actual level 
The estimated level is justified by corresponding parameter of state expenses 
TEGDP TCEGDP 
2005 57.30    50.82       55.42    
2006 57.10    50.55       52.73    
2007 56.60    51.78       49.15    
2008 57.20    51.04       53.65    
2009 57.20    52.56       50.14    
2010 55.50    47.37       53.83    
2011 57.10    46.29       49.88    
2012 55.40    45.99       48.32    
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The ratio of actual level of tax burden on legal entities in Ukraine and its calculated value, confirmed by the 
level of aggregate state social expenditure in the country’s GDP, has shown a significant overstatement of 
actual level of tax burden on this category of taxpayers in comparison with the amount of public goods 
financing that domestic residents receive compared with the conditions prevailing in countries – the tax rivals 
of Ukraine. At the same time, it should be noted that the level of the gap is significantly increasing starting 
from 2010, which indicates the deterioration of Ukrainian tax competitiveness in the process of competition 
for the allocation of capital. 
At the same time, the results of calculations carried out for main tax competitors of Ukraine show that Bulgaria, 
Georgia, Latvia, Slovakia, Moldova and Serbia demonstrate the best competitive positions in this indicator, while 
Lithuania, the Czech Republic and Estonia are characterized by an increased level of tax burden on legal entities. 
The revealed links between the level of public spending on transport and communication and tax burden on legal 
entities allowed to calculate its optimal level in the conditions of tax competition, the value of which for Ukraine 
confirms the overstatement of tax burden on enterprises, especially in 2011-2012. At the same time, among the 
other countries studied, Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Serbia were the best competitors in this parameter and the 
worst – Latvia, Lithuania, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovakia. To assess the dependence between the level of 
financing public services and the level of taxation of incomes of individuals, 14 models were also constructed, the 
parameters of which are summarized in Table 6. 
Table 6. Assessment results of the relationship between the level of financing public services and the level 
of tax burden on individuals 
Public 
expenditure 
parameter 
Coefficient in the regression equation 
Fact. Fcrit. Prob > F With the public expenditure 
parameter 
At the control variable 
EEGDP -1.771 (-1.00) 
-0.061 
(-0.31) 0.50 3.19 0.6069 
HEGDP -8.688* (-1.79) 
-0.255 
(-1.11) 1.61 3.19 0.2096 
SEGDP 0.272 (0.21) 
0.009 
(0.04) 0.02 3.19 0.9784 
TCEGDP -6.434** (-2.07) 
-0.031 
(-0.15) 2.15 3.19 0.1284 
DEGDP 5.538*** (3.14) 
-0.080 
(-0.42) 4.92 3.19 0.0115 
AEGDP -0.586 (-0.10) 
-0.036 
(-0.19) 0.02 3.19 0.9808 
MEGDP -26.176 (-0.84) 
-0.059 
(-0.28) 0.40 3.19 0.6711 
TEGDP -0.635 (-1.29) 
-0.167 
(-0.74) 0.84 3.19 0.4394 
EEpc 0.002 (0.08) 
0.006* 
(1.75) 1.93 3.19 0.1570 
HEpc -0.041** (-2.12) 
0.007** 
(2.43) 4.34 3.19 0.0184 
SEpc 0.009 (0.87) 
0.006** 
(2.13) 2.33 3.19 0.1078 
TCEpc -0.040 (-1.66) 
0.008** 
(2.61) 3.57 3.19 0.0361 
DEpc 0.106*** (3.88) 
0.003 
(1.31) 3.04 3.19 0.0923 
TEpc -0.002 (-0.58) 
0.006** 
(2.12) 2.25 3.19 0.1154 
From the constructed models, the following equation 3 proved to be adequate and statistically significant: 
  342.230.080 538.5  grGDPSalary GDPDETax  
(3)
 574.0.0070 041.0  pcpcSalary GDPHETax  
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Using the results of modeling, the level of tax burden on individuals in Ukraine was calculated, which 
corresponds to the real amount of defense spending and public health expenditure per capita (Table 7). 
Table 7. Compliance of actual level of tax burden on individuals to the level, justified the volume of public 
expenditure for financing public services in Ukraine in 2007-2012 
Year Actual level 
The estimated level is justified by corresponding parameter of state expenses 
DEGDP  НEpc  
2007 33.30    29.99       12.50    
2008 33.30    30.01       13.45    
2009 33.30    30.39       11.48    
2010 34.20    28.81       12.02    
2011 39.15    28.58       12.01    
2012 39.15    28.75       11.92    
Obviously, the actual level of tax burden on wages in Ukraine is overstated and does not correspond to the 
real volume of government defense spending and the deviation of actual and calculated values of the indicator 
is growing rapidly starting in 2010 what is the result of imbalances in the fiscal and expenditure policies of 
the state. Next to this, the results obtained for Ukrainian tax competition countries show that Bulgaria, Georgia 
and Serbia show the greatest reserve of tax competitiveness in this parameter, while in Latvia, Lithuania, 
Romania, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovakia, the underfunding of public expenditure leads to the loss of 
tax competitive positions. 
One of the most important factors in the effectiveness of social and economic functions of the state for 
individuals is the level of health care in the country. The ratio of actual level of tax burden on individuals and 
their calculated value, confirmed by public expenditure on health per capita, showed that in Ukraine there is 
a persistent overstatement of the taxation level of individual incomes compared to the real volume of financing 
public goods. However, in the context of Ukrainian tax competition countries, similar trends are typical for 
Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, the Czech Republic, Serbia, when the results obtained for Slovakia, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Estonia show a high level of attractiveness for taxpayers – individuals among the countries 
surveyed of this parameter. 
Conclusions 
The authors for the first time formalized the relationship between the level of tax burden and the level of 
financing public services based on multifactor dependencies using the panel regression method with fixed 
effects for Ukraine and its main tax competition countries, which allowed determining the level of tax burden 
optimal for Ukraine (aggregate physical and legal entities). 
Considering the obtained results, it can be noted that the aggregate level of tax burden in Ukraine is close to 
optimal in the context of tax competition. 
In one of the periods studied, the actual level of tax burden on legal entities does not correspond to the value 
confirmed by real state social expenditure, which leads to a deterioration of Ukrainian competitive positions 
in the European tax area and the need to increase them for reducing the level of tax burden or increasing the 
efficiency of socio-economic functions of the country. 
It should be noted that the actual level of tax burden on individuals does not correspond to its optimal value 
in the context of tax competition, the justified volume of state public expenditure. 
The obtained results testify to the need to develop a comprehensive concept of economic reforms, which 
provides for an increase in the efficiency of state expenditure and fiscal policies, taking into account the 
specifics of their interaction and the redistribution of tax burden between various categories of taxes, with its 
shift to types of taxes that are not considered by the payers as priorities in making decisions on placement of 
the objects of taxation, which will increase the competitiveness of tax system. 
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Appendix 
Table 3. Conformity of actual level of the aggregate tax burden to the level, justified the volume of public 
expenditure for financing public services in Ukraine in 1999-2012 
Year Actual level 
The estimated level is justified by the corresponding parameter of state expenses 
HEGDP EEGDP TEGDP SEGDP TCEGDP DEGDP AEGDP MEGDP DEpc TEpc 
1999 12.99 13.04 14.42 9.09 13.61 12.66 15.06 14.69 13.86 14.28 14.75    
2000 14.10 13.30 15.34 11.99 15.95 13.03 15.30 14.27 14.57 14.52    14.93    
2001 12.06 13.83 16.10 11.99 13.96 12.95 15.58 14.70 15.02  14.85     14.91    
2002 13.10 14.44 16.83 11.32 12.61 13.23 14.97 14.92 15.69 14.46    14.93    
2003 13.65 15.69 17.21 12.55 12.67 13.73 14.94 15.87 15.80  14.58    15.03    
2004 13.28 15.52 16.98 14.01 14.15 15.26 15.18 15.57 15.93 14.98    15.21    
2005 17.12 14.86 17.47 13.63 18.26 13.80 14.67 15.37 15.78 14.47     15.38    
2006 17.75 15.27 17.85 14.21 16.89 14.57 14.40 15.64 15.82 14.32    15.42    
2007 16.48 15.39 17.81 13.84 15.00 15.33 14.92 15.66 15.67 14.99    15.42    
2008 17.86 14.87 17.90 13.51 15.84 14.14 14.83 15.71 15.82 14.88    15.54    
2009 16.37 14.77 18.22 11.17 14.39 14.05 14.66 14.69 15.37 14.35    15.47    
2010 15.52 16.12 18.91 15.01 17.40 14.20 14.48 14.99 15.90 14.37    15.61    
2011 18.50 15.54 17.69 15.51 17.20 15.05 14.42 15.65 16.04 14.71    15.81    
2012 18.20 15.35 18.09 15.09 16.98 15.14 14.39 15.63 15.78 14.76    15.93    
Note: this table shows the maximum and minimum levels of aggregate tax burden, confirmed by government spending on financing 
public services. 
 
